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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2099,
DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996

HON. FRED HEINEMAN
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, December 4, 1995

Mr. HEINEMAN, Mr. Speaker, earlier I en-
gaged in a colloquy with my good friend,
Chairman JERRY LEWIS of California regarding
the prospects of building a new facility for the
Environmental Protection Agency [EPA] at the
Research Triangle Park [RTP], North Carolina.
Once again, I would like to thank Chairman
LEWIS for his expression of support for this fa-
cility, and I would like to submit for the
RECORD the following letter from EPA Adminis-
trator Carol M. Browner indicating that a pro-
posed new RTP facility for the EPA would
save the taxpayers millions of dollars and pro-
vide the most realistic, cost-effective option for
meeting the EPA’s research needs. I com-
mend this letter to the attention of my col-
leagues.

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY,

Washington, DC, December 1, 1995.
Hon. FRED HEINEMAN,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HEINEMAN: I am writ-
ing to express my appreciation for your con-
tinued support for a new Environmental Pro-
tection Agency building in Research Tri-
angle Park, N.C. As you know, construction
of the new laboratory building will consoli-
date Agency functions now scattered in
seven outdated, leased facilities spread
across a 15-mile arc in the RTP area. The fa-
cility remains the Agency’s top laboratory
construction project.

As you noted in your November 29 colloquy
on the House floor with House Appropria-
tions VA–HUD Subcommittee Chairman
Jerry Lewis, building a new facility is the
most realistic, cost-effective option for the
Agency. The Agency continues to maintain
that new construction will bring the most
savings to the taxpayers and deliver the best
science to the American public and environ-
mental policy makers. All independent cost
studies solicited by the Administration have
supported construction on Federally-owned
land over any leased facility option; the
most recent concluded that direct Federal
construction would save the government $154
million over 30 years.

It would seem irresponsible to continue to
throw away millions of dollars in rent for
substandard leased facilities when we can
construct a consolidated state-of-the-art lab
on Federally-owned land that will meet
EPA’s research needs and save taxpayers
millions of dollars each year.

Again, thank you for your support of this
important project.

Sincerely,
CAROL M. BROWNER,

Administrator.

TAIWAN DESERVES A U.N. SEAT

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, December 4, 1995

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, A.M. Rosen-
thal has written a superb article on the silly sit-
uation that now exists in which the United Na-
tions recognizes North Korea but not Taiwan.
I have introduced bipartisan legislation, House
Concurrent Resolution 63, to express the
sense of congress that this outrage ought to
be reversed. I ask for cosponsors of the legis-
lation and insert the Rosenthal article for the
RECORD.

THE BLOCKADES OF TAIWAN

(By A.M. Rosenthal)
TAIPEI, TAIWAN.—They come almost every

day now—the military threats to this island
country from Communist Government in
Beijing.

Chinese Army commanders order repeated
amphibious landings at the mainland coast
nearest the island—the precise kind of oper-
ation that would be needed to invade Tai-
wan—and ‘‘tests’’ of missiles in the straits
dividing China and the island. In recent days
there has been a series of leaked reports that
Beijing is considering a naval blockade of
Taiwan.

Nobody knows whether the threats are
meant only to frighten all Taiwanese into
abandoning any thought of independence,
however distant, or whether Beijing is ready-
ing its people and the world for an attack. If
it does take place it is likely to be in the
spring of 1996 before or after Taiwan holds its
first direct presidential election.

But the evidence is that the military com-
mand is beginning to operate and plan inde-
pendently of the civilian leadership in the
Politburo.

This much seems clear from here: The
West is operating on the assumption that if
it says and does nothing, why, any dangers
will vanish in a merciful blip.

The studious silence arises from the fun-
damental China policy of the West: Rock no
Chinese boat lest Beijing throw easy Western
access to the Chinese market overboard.

The West manages to maintain its silence
because a Chinese blockade of Taiwan al-
ready exists: the political and diplomatic
blockade created by Beijing after it took
over the China seat in the U.N. in 1971.

The government of Taiwan was not only
ousted from the U.N. but from the inter-
national community. Taiwan, one of the
largest trading nations in the world, has
been cut off from normal diplomatic and po-
litical relations with almost the whole
world.

The U.S. maintains an ‘‘institute’’ in Tai-
pei headed by a ‘‘director.’’ But no flag is
flown outdoors to save Beijing a fit. In Wash-
ington, representatives of Taiwan cannot
sully the State department or White House
by their presence. So far, separate drinking
fountains for Taiwanese representatives have
not been set up.

Taiwan is not only barred from the U.N.
but from all its many specialized agencies,
including those supposed to deal with such
universal subjects as health and agri-
culture—say, AIDS or starvation.

The blockade is so obsessively enforced
that it even excludes aid to refugees. Last
year the U.N. appealed for funds for Rwandan
refugees, among the most suffering of God’s
human creatures. Taiwan offered $2 million;
refused. The Taiwanese did manage to get
their gift accepted—by channeling it through
an American committee for Unicef.

Correspondents from Taiwan are not per-
mitted to enter the U.N. As a former re-
porter at the U.N., in its early days, I have
thought of slipping my pass to a correspond-
ent from Taiwan, to annoy U.N. authorities,
but I decided it wouldn’t work.

Before Beijing commanded the U.N., cor-
respondents from nonmember peoples were
allowed in. I learned more about North Afri-
ca and Indonesia from independence-move-
ment reporters than I ever did from the colo-
nial French or Dutch.

North Korea and South Korea are members
and so were East and West Germany. The
Palestine Liberation Organization was given
representation at the General Assembly with
only a vote lacking.

But when China decided that any dreams
of independence, sovereignty or even dignity
that Taiwan might harbor were too dan-
gerous to tolerate, this special apartheid was
created for the island. The U.S. and most
other U.N. members meekly kissed Beijing’s
iron slipper.

That means Taiwan cannot use the U.N. or
any normal diplomatic channel to raise an
alarm that had to be officially heard about
the open military threats from Beijing. If
any other country had threatened another so
blatantly the case would immediately have
been on the U.N. agenda.

Nor of course most U.N. members, includ-
ing the U.S., would be paralyzed with eco-
nomic terror at the very idea of proposing
that Taiwan as well as China be represented
at the U.N. But perhaps Washington, Lon-
don, Paris and Tokyo will dredge up enough
courage to increase their own diplomatic
contacts with Taiwan as a warning to China.
Perhaps.

Until now the Chinese diplomatic blockade
and Western submission to it have been
merely disgusting. Now they are getting dan-
gerous.

f

LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT OF
1995

SPEECH OF

HON. NANCY PELOSI
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, November 29, 1995

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 2564) to provide
for the disclosure of lobbying activities to
influence the Federal Government, and for
other purposes:

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
urge my colleagues to support this legislation.
It is a bill worth passing and one which should
be enacted without further delay.

If passed by the House without amendment,
the bill would be cleared for the President’s
signature. If amended however, the legislation
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must be returned to the Senate for further
consideration. This delay will effectively kill
lobby reform legislation for the rest of the
104th Congress.

This bill expands the registration require-
ments for lobbyists and requires more disclo-
sure regarding lobbying activities. Specifically,
the bill requires those who lobby congres-
sional staff, senior executive branch officials,
and Members of Congress to register as lob-
byists.

In addition, lobbyists must identify their cli-
ents, the general issues on which they lobby,
and how much they are paid for their efforts.

While we must ensure that the constitutional
right of the people to petition their government
is protected, we must also make certain that
paid lobbying activities are adequately dis-
closed. This bill protects both of these prin-
ciples and deserves our support.

I urge all of my colleagues to support H.R.
2564 without amendment and pass these
much-needed lobbying reforms.

f

TRIBUTE TO ROBERT L. METTLER

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, December 4, 1995

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask my col-
leagues to join me in saluting Robert L.
Mettler of Los Angeles for his philanthropic
and civic contributions and for his signal
achievements in retail merchandising.

Robert Mettler has found the time, energy,
and commitment to sustain a deep involve-
ment in numerous community projects in spite
of the demands of three decades of leadership
in business. He has been especially commit-
ted to the Shelter Workshop Program for the
Mentally Retarded, a trailblazing organization
headed by Eunice and R. Sargent Shriver.
During his residency in Texas, he was a lead-
er of the State of Texas Special Olympics and
the United Way of Dallas.

In addition to this work, Robert Mettler
serves as chairman of the council of trustees
of the National Jewish Center for Immunology
and Respiratory Medicine in Denver, CO. He
also serves on the leadership panel of Bran-
deis University in Waltham, MA.

Robert Mettler is one of the best known and
most respected leaders in fashion and ap-
parel. On Tuesday, December 12, 1995, Mr.
Mettler’s friends and admirers will pay tribute
to him at a banquet in his honor sponsored by
the Fashion Industries Division of the United
Jewish Fund.

I ask my colleagues to join me in congratu-
lating Mr. Mettler for the great achievements
that have earned him this honor. I wish him
many more years of good health and an ongo-
ing active commitment to his philanthropic ac-
tivities.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2491,
SEVEN-YEAR BALANCED BUDGET
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1995

SPEECH OF

HON. STEVE GUNDERSON
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, November 17, 1995

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, today as
the House considers the conference report on
the Seven-Year Balanced Budget Act of 1995,
we move one step closer to a goal I have sup-
ported for a long while. The first bill I cospon-
sored as a freshman Representative in 1981
amended the U.S. Constitution to require a
balanced Federal budget. At that time, I firmly
believed it was time to get our fiscal house in
order, when the deficit was $79 billion and the
national debt stood at $994 billion.

Fifteen years later, the deficit has grown to
$206 billion—nearly three times of what it was
in 1981. The national debt has jumped to $4.9
trillion or nearly five times the 1981 level. Fur-
ther, in fiscal year 1995, we spent $234 billion
on interest on the national debt alone. That’s
17 percent of the Federal budget. It also rep-
resents more than we spent on education, job
training, child nutrition and public works
projects combined.

Unless we balance the budget, interest on
the debt will continue to eat into spending on
other worthwhile Federal programs. Just look
at how interest on the debt dwarfs our spend-
ing on certain vital human resources pro-
grams: In fiscal year 1995, we spent 66 times
more on interest on the national debt than we
did on the Head Start Program. We spent 32
times more on interest on the national debt
than we did on the title I program which bene-
fits disadvantaged grade-school kids. We
spent 149 times more on interest on the na-
tional debt than we spent on all elementary
and secondary school improvement programs.
We spent 158 times more on interest on the
national debt than we did on Federal aid to
vocational education, 180 times more than on
the JOBS program to get people off welfare,
and 212 times more than on Jobs Corps.
Clearly this is a distorted sense of priorities.

If we continue our spending priorities for the
next 7 years, the deficit would balloon from
$210 billion in fiscal year 1996 to $349 billion.
That’s a 66-percent increase. The national
debt would increase by $1.7 trillion during that
same period.

Just as increased debt interest threatens
programs, the lack of balance between our
coveted entitlement programs and discre-
tionary programs is alarming. Entitlement pro-
grams such as Social Security, Medicare, and
Medicaid make up 64 percent of the Federal
budget. Discretionary programs, such as de-
fense, education, and job training make up
only 36 percent. This disparity is growing and
without significant changes in spending prior-
ities, by 2012 entitlement spending will
consume the entire budget.

THE SEVEN-YEAR BALANCED BUDGET ACT OF 1995

I believe that we have made the right
choices to put this country on a path toward
a balanced budget. Back in June, the House
approved the budget blueprint that laid the
foundation for this change. Today, we actually
implement the changes necessary to slow the
rate of Federal spending over the next 7
years.

Over the next 7 years we will reduce spend-
ing growth and reduce the Federal deficit by a
total of $1.2 trillion. But it is important to note
that slowing the rate of growth in spending is
not a cut. The numbers amply demonstrate
this assertion.

Over the last 7 years, between 1989 and
1995, we spent a total of $9.5 trillion. Over the
next 7 years, while balancing the budget, we
will spend $13.3 trillion. That’s $2.6 trillion
more than in the past 7 years. If we do noth-
ing, we would spend $13.3 trillion over 7
years. We are not cutting the budget, but are
finally putting our own house in order within a
reasonable timeframe.

A comparison between spending levels in
fiscal year 1995 and levels in fiscal year 2002
shows the effect of imposing fiscal discipline.
Under current assumptions, spending would
increase by $600 billion or 40 percent. Under
the assumption of a balanced budget, spend-
ing would increase by $358 billion or 24 per-
cent. Only in Washington would a $358 billion
increase be called a cut.

A LOOK AT KEY AREAS FOR THE THIRD DISTRICT

A quick review of the provisions of the
Seven-Year Balanced Budget Act reveals
challenging but acceptable changes in Medi-
care, student loan funding, and tax policy. It
also reveals a glaring deficiency—the failure to
reform Federal dairy programs.

MEDICARE

The Medicare Program has continued to
grow exceedingly fast in recent years. The
Medicare trustees reported earlier this year
that without strengthening the system, Medi-
care will go broke by 2002. I believe that the
budget package maintains the vital commit-
ment to health care for seniors while ensuring
that the program will be around far into the fu-
ture.

Under the budget package, average per
beneficiary spending would increase from
$4,800 to $6,700 over the next 7 years, or a
$1,900 increase per retiree. Most importantly,
premiums would remain at 31.5 percent of
part B costs. Just as they have since the pro-
gram was started, premiums would increase
slightly every year.

STUDENT LOAN REFORM

The student loan program has provided es-
sential opportunities to those who wish to fur-
ther their education. But in order to preserve
those opportunities far into the future, the
House and Senate agreed to reduce the costs
of the student loan program by $4.9 billion
over 7 years.

Perhaps what is most important about the
House-Senate agreement is that it does not
increase costs to students or parents. The
plan does not eliminate the in-school interest
subsidy for undergraduate or graduate stu-
dents. It does not eliminate the 6-month grace
period for students leaving school to begin re-
paying their loan. It does not modify eligibility
or access to student loans, nor does it in-
crease the origination loan fee paid for by stu-
dents.

Now, let’s look at what the plan would do.
The budget package would cap the adminis-
tration’s direct student loan program at its cur-
rent 10 percent level of the student loan vol-
ume. As many know, I do not believe the Gov-
ernment should become banker to students.
At a time when Congress is trying to refocus
the role of the Federal Government toward
functions that it does well, the direct loan pro-
gram heads in the wrong direction.
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